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LAMBERT TO BUNBURY RAILWAY LINE 
Motion 

Resumed from 29 June on the following motion moved by Mr P.D. Omodei (Deputy Leader of the Opposition) - 

(1) That this house condemns the Labor government for its failure to resolve problems with the 
Lambert to Bunbury railway line, which has resulted in the closure of the line and a dangerous 
increase in the number of heavy haulage trucks using the South Western Highway.  In 
particular, the house condemns the government’s failure to - 

(a) act in a timely manner to prevent the closure of the railway line; 

(b) upgrade the South Western Highway to protect motorists from the dangers associated 
with the increase in heavy haulage trucks on the road; and 

(c) consult with the community on the impact of the rail closure. 

(2) This house calls upon the government to - 

(a) clearly state its intention in regards to the future of the Lambert to North Greenbushes 
railway line and the North Greenbushes to Bunbury railway line; 

(b) provide a clear time line for maintenance work on the Greenbushes to Bunbury 
portion of the railway, including the anticipated date that the line will be reopened; 

(c) immediately identify how it intends to address safety issues arising from the dramatic 
increase in heavy haulage trucks on the South Western Highway, particularly in 
regard to the need for passing lanes in the areas of Hester Hill and Balingup Hill and a 
general upgrade of the South Western Highway; and 

(d) urgently state its position on the proposal for the establishment of a new heavy 
haulage bypass route around Bridgetown. 

MR J.C. KOBELKE (Balcatta - Minister for Consumer and Employment Protection) [4.40 pm]:  This 
motion is another attempt by the member for Warren-Blackwood to rewrite history.  He is suggesting that the 
legacy of the botched privatisation of our rail system by the previous Liberal government is somehow the 
responsibility of the current government.  The government is dealing with the consequences and problems that 
have resulted from that privatisation.  However, in this motion we are dealing with the fact that the Liberal 
government sold off our rail track network.  It was a totally botched privatisation, because as a running concern, 
the rail network was able to service its quite considerable debt from its turnover.  It just beggars belief that 
country members actually supported the privatisation of the rail system.  It meant that we ended up with a debt in 
excess of $300 million to be carried by our transport agencies, but without a railway.  We no longer had a going 
concern to service this debt, so we were paying in the order of $20 million per annum to service a debt on a 
railway that the government no longer owned or operated or that returned any revenue to government.  The 
government and the people of Western Australia were the losers; we must now fund the debt because the 
government no longer operates a railway service on the track that was privatised.   

On the other side was a company that was clearly seeking to maximise its profits from the ownership of that rail 
network.  In maximising those profits, it would simply look to the services that could give it an appropriate rate 
of return.  It did not consider the transport services that were needed in regional parts of Western Australia to 
service industry.  In this debate we are considering industry on the Lambert to Bunbury railway line, and the 
products that need to be transported to the Bunbury port or that come through Bunbury and need to be delivered 
to farming regions along the railway line.  That is not the role of the company.  The company quite rightly has 
the clear objective of returning a profit on its investment.  It may not want to put money into servicing the track.  
We well know that the commitments given by the Liberal government when it privatised the line have not been 
delivered.  It promised to spend hundreds of millions of dollars on upgrading the track, but that simply did not 
eventuate.  We are left with a run-down track.  When capital investment is not made, a return will not follow.  
Lines inevitably close if they do not return the required rate of profit to a company.   

This problem landed on the current government as a result of the decision of the previous Liberal government to 
privatise rail.  The motion condemns the Labor government for failing to resolve problems that originated under 
the previous Liberal government, and for which the previous Liberal government was totally responsible given 
the botched privatisation.  The motion really puts a wrong slant on the issues we are dealing with.  There are 
very real issues.  The Minister for Planning and Infrastructure will go down as someone who has positioned 
transport in this state way ahead of where it was when we came to government in 2001.  She has a clear vision.  
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She has the drive, the intelligence and a real commitment to improve transport throughout Western Australia.  
Both the minister and the government believe that rail will play a vital role in our transport network.  However, 
there is clearly an issue with the balance between rail and road.  The previous government privatised the rail 
system, which has meant that decisions cannot be made centrally on what is the best transport system in a given 
region, whether it be rail, road or a mixture of the two.  Having very much restricted the ability of the 
government of the day to deal with those matters, the opposition is now saying that we should somehow fix the 
problem it created.  The government will deal with the problem, but it is not simply a matter of pouring in a lot 
more money, as happened with the previous Liberal government.  As I have indicated, the previous Liberal 
government sold off the rail system and left us with a huge debt and no proper way of servicing it.  The 
opposition is now following along the same track.  It is saying that the taxpayers of Western Australia can tip in 
tens of millions of dollars so that the people to whom the previous government sold the railway can make a nice 
profit on the line.  It says that if we put that money into the pocket of the company, it will solve the problem and 
will get a lot of freight off the road and onto rail.  We clearly want to get freight off roads and onto rail when it 
makes good sense to do so from a social, economic and environmental perspective.  The government is pursuing 
those options.  However, we need to be absolutely clear that we are dealing with a problem that was left to us 
following the botched privatisation that was undertaken by the previous Liberal government.  We need to 
consider this whole issue in that context.   

Clearly, the opposition is not dealing with the facts.  We know that that is its normal mode of operation; it simply 
puts out these lines without understanding the issue or, if its members do understand the issue, they say things 
that they know are not true to try to create a perception that is very different from the reality.  This is a very 
simple example of the opposition trying to beat up an issue in a way that is not based on the facts.  There are 
very real transport issues in this area; the government does not resile from that.  The government is seeking to 
tackle those problems and has been working for some time with the key players.  However, as the government 
does not own the track, it must take account of the interests of the various players.  We are not in a position to 
simply subsidise the profits of a company that was sold the railway line by the previous Liberal government.  We 
need to get the best outcomes for all people in the region.  We need to consider the transport options that will 
best service local industry and the people who live in the area.  Road users are clearly concerned about the extra 
heavy traffic on roads in the area following the closure of the rail line, which resulted from the botched 
privatisation undertaken by the previous Liberal government.  It would be much better if we turned our minds to 
the real issues.   

Amendment to Motion 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  On that basis, I move - 

To delete all words after “house” where it first appears with a view to substituting instead - 

commends the Labor government for its decision to commit $10.93 million to ensure survival 
of the south west woodchip line. 

In particular, the house recognises that the Labor government has reversed the coalition 
government’s destructive approach to rail freight.   

The house also acknowledges that privatisation has not produced the benefits promised by the 
coalition and recognises that the Labor government is acting strategically to increase the 
viability and competitiveness of rail freight.   

MR J.N. HYDE (Perth) [4.49 pm]:  I fully support the amendment.  This is an important issue with which the 
house should be concerned.  Part of the reason we should be debating this motion today, and debating it 
properly, is that a lot of misinformation is being peddled by vested interests on the use of rail and road transport.  
Like a number of members in this house, I have been involved in local government.  One of the most consistent 
complaints from local government is the use of new enterprises starting up on farmland, such as forest 
plantations.  Close to taxation time an enormous number of projects start up.  Many of these projects are $2 
companies that are started on leased farmland, sometimes denuded land, in the south west region.  Hundreds and 
thousands of Jutland Parade investors and other investors do not have a traditional farming attachment to the 
land.  Many of the prospectuses show the profit figures and estimations, but many of them do not include the 
true cost of transport.  

It has aggrieved local government in Western Australia that council roads which have been built and maintained 
for farmland and which have reasonably low usage - harvesters and farm trucking equipment - are suddenly 
dealing with massive lorries engaged in the timber industry.  Timber industry start-up companies are using these 
roads, and they are not paying for the impact their industry has on infrastructure.  They are bludging off local 
councils and the state government.  The local farmers in the south west and other parts of the state, including 
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mums who drive their kids to the highway to get on the bus and make trips to Perth, are travelling on roads that 
are becoming less safe because of the use of these lorries and other vehicles.   

When we assess the cost of the impact of this extra transport on local roads, we must undertake a life-cycle 
costing of rail versus road.  One of the great misunderstandings that the previous Liberal government and many 
Liberal governments have perpetuated is that road transport is cheaper than rail and provides many benefits that 
rail does not provide.  However, a life-cycle financial assessment must include the impact not only on local 
roads, which councils and the state government have to fund, but also on local economies; that is, areas where 
farmland supports many local families.  Suddenly we find it is almost a pillage-and-burn situation and that is 
worse than fly in, fly out - it is not even drive in, drive out.   

The activities involved are sometimes speculative.  The reason for setting up one of these enterprises is to get a 
tax write-off that will make the figures look good and result in a profit.  The people involved in these enterprises 
are not concerned about rehabilitating the land, and they are not concerned about taking responsibility for cutting 
the timber and transporting it to a proper port or for proper value adding.  They want to get the product off the 
property as quickly as possible without any concern for the local economy.   

We should consider other activities for which transport by road is supposedly cheaper and more effective than by 
rail.  Many of us who drive in regional Western Australia are often held up behind trucks carting swimming 
pools and other wide loads.  We have police escorts and other things that impact on local communities.  The cost 
of these services is borne by taxpayers and there is no method of cost recovery in place.  Again, the cost of road 
transport is subsidised by the taxpayer and the local community and the supposed transport costs are more 
effective than transporting goods by rail.   

We must ensure that when these costs are presented, the figures are correct.  Clearly, that is the underlying 
philosophical stance of this Labor government’s commitment to rail.  We are looking at life-cycle sustainability 
in getting products from where they are produced to the customer at the real transport cost.  It must be calculated 
in a sustainable context.   

I refer to the privatisation of the rail system.  It was a Clayton’s privatisation, where what was left was 
supposedly half pregnant.  The result was that some people received the benefit of cheaper freight costs by 
transporting their goods by rail, but the true subsidy was borne by the state government.  We must consider what 
happened with the privatisation of rail and the overall impost on the transport cycle.  We know that the result of 
rail freight was a minor capital benefit to government through the sale of the freight activities.  We should 
consider how those companies that bought the original infrastructure were able to on-sell without ongoing 
investment in the track and rolling stock.  Again, it is similar to what occurred in other privatisations, particularly 
in the telecommunications industry.  The private companies were able to cherry-pick the lucrative, profitable rail 
routes and activities of the former state Liberal government.  The remote communities in Western Australia, 
particularly in the south west, that were previously served by rail could not provide a profit for the private 
companies.  The end result is that there is no longer a rail service to those regions.   

As a student on holidays I would go back to the family farm in the wheatbelt to unload bags of superphosphate.  
That was back when the National Party was a real country party and a superphosphate bounty was in place. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan:  And a discount for all your muscle power.   

Mr P.D. Omodei:  How heavy were those bags?   

Mr J.N. HYDE:  I want to say 20 kilos.   

Mr P.D. Omodei:  They weighed 180 pounds.   

Mr J.N. HYDE:  I know they were incredibly heavy.  In those days Westrail had a siding at every farming 
community.  The super would come in by rail and a farmer could drive a few kilometres from his farm to the 
siding.  This eliminated the need for him or one of his family members spending all day in the truck travelling to 
Katanning of Wagin.  The super would be delivered to the siding.  When I was home I would lift each bag of 
super onto my back and load it onto the truck.  I then had to unload it at the farm by four o’clock in the afternoon 
so that I could go to footy training. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan:  I didn’t realise you were so blokey! 

Mr J.N. HYDE:  I am 100 per cent blokey, minister.  I am one of a few members of this Parliament who was 
actually born in regional Australia.   

Mr D.A. Templeman:  I was.  

Mr J.N. HYDE:  My colleague here also was, but there are not too many of us.  



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Wednesday, 24 August 2005] 

 p4542b-4560a 
Mr John Kobelke; Mr John Hyde; Mr Paul Omodei; Ms Alannah MacTiernan; Mr Tony McRae; Dr Graham 

Jacobs; Mr Peter Watson; Mr Martin Whitely; Mr Norm Marlborough; Mr Tom Stephens 

 [4] 

Activities such as lugging superphosphate bags and seed bags would defy WorkSafe practices now.  I remember 
not only not using the Japanese work boots, but also being in bare feet jumping up and down on an auger in a 
wheat truck to make sure the last bits of wheat grain were getting through.  Of course, this was some time ago, in 
my youth.  I think only four people live in Moulyinning today, but in those days there were maybe 15.  Those 
small sidings were being cross-subsidised by the rail and freight work that was going on further up the line.  In 
an atmosphere of privatisation, the cross-subsidies that regional Western Australia clearly needs are not 
occurring.  I have nothing against truckies - they must make a dollar - but previously the entire cost of transport 
was transparent when it was all being done by rail.  With road freight, an unreal figure is being given as the 
transport cost, because there is the hidden cost of all those local roads.  The Shire of Dumbleyung-Kukerin must 
pay more to grade unsealed roads because of more truck use for regional supplies and deliveries that were 
previously done by rail.  Much of the regional rail network in the south west and elsewhere in the state is intact, 
but is not being used to anywhere near the same extent.  If I was being devious, as the opposition often is in 
question time, I could blame the opposition for running down the rail infrastructure so much that the train service 
to Dwellingup must now rely on steam.  However, I would not be devious enough to try to misrepresent that sort 
of activity.  

Looking back at the history of Western Australia, the town of Cue has had two booms in the last century, one in 
1912 and then again in the 1930s.  The Governor’s train would go from Perth all through the mid-west and on to 
Cue, near the wonderful towns of Big Bell and Day Dawn.  Rail was used extensively and was a very efficient 
way of delivering supplies to regional Western Australia.  While we clearly acknowledge that rail has been 
important in opening up Western Australia, in today’s economic times we must look rationally at the economic 
costs of different means of transport.  This side of the house demands that the true costs of road transport be 
compared with those of rail.  We can even start talking about Stateships and how people in the Kimberley and 
elsewhere were getting a much better service when everything was rolled into Broome, Derby and elsewhere on 
that route by ship.  Now, of course, everything that comes into Woolworths and Coles in the north west is taken 
by road trains, with an impact on the road infrastructure.  

The Gallop government made a commitment of $10.93 million to the ensure the survival of the woodchip line 
that was the subject of the original motion.  The state government clearly recognises both the role and the 
responsibility of government in ensuring that Western Australia has a viable transport system.  The previous 
government made a decision, in good faith and philosophically, that privatisation would deliver benefits.  
However in the case of rail, privatisation has not delivered any benefits.  We are seeing secondary problems that 
the opposition is perhaps being a bit devious in saying are caused by the present government.  We see that 
produce previously delivered by rail is now being carried on the road system, and somehow that is now the fault 
of the Labor government.  On this side of the house we are saying that it is not.  The decision to privatise rail in 
Western Australia must be examined properly and hopefully the opposition will be able to admit that it got it 
wrong, and that privatisation in this case did not work.  I am sure that members opposite, in growing numbers, 
are joining us in opposing the full privatisation of Telstra, and that deep in their hearts they now realise that 
privatisation, in its impact on regional Western Australia, let alone on my inner-city electorate, will not bring the 
same benefits as privatisation in a market with a level playing field.  We must consider Perth in terms of its 
isolation from the eastern states.  It is closer to Singapore than much of the economic activity in Queensland and 
New South Wales.  There are not the economies of scale and the true level playing field competition in Perth to 
guarantee any possible benefits of privatisation.   

In the road transport industry, a takeover by the big boys in the trucking industry is occurring.  Perth is not 
seeing any of the philosophical benefits of privatisation.  A number of owner-operators in Western Australia, 
who should be able to compete, are missing out at both ends.  We want to make sure that those owner-operators 
are getting a fair return for an honest job, and that the benefits and true costs of rail are benchmarked against the 
cost of road delivery.  There is enormous support in local government for a true analysis, and to make sure that 
decisions on transport are made in a way that reflects the true cost, like the small shires in the south west, with a 
road budget of perhaps $250 000, that suddenly find all their bitumen roads chewed up.   

MR P.D. OMODEI (Warren-Blackwood - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [5.09 pm]:  I oppose the 
amendment to the motion I moved on 25 May 2005.  I am more than happy to go before the public of Western 
Australia to judge the veracity of my original motion in this place.  My thoughts and actions are shared by many 
people throughout Western Australia.  I remind members about the original motion that has been amended.  The 
original motion states -  

(1) That this house condemns the Labor government for its failure to resolve problems with the 
Lambert to Bunbury railway line, - 

Lambert is the chip mill site that is located about 10 kilometres south of Manjimup.  The motion continues - 
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which has resulted in the closure of the line and a dangerous increase in the number of heavy 
haulage trucks using the South Western Highway.  In particular, the house condemns the 
government’s failure to -  

 (a) act in a timely manner to prevent the closure of the railway line;  

  (b) upgrade the South Western Highway to protect motorists from the dangers associated 
with the increase in heavy haulage trucks on the road; and  

  (c) consult with the community on the impact of the rail closure. 

 (2) This house calls upon the government to - 

  (a) clearly state its intention in regard to the future of the Lambert to North Greenbushes 
railway line and the North Greenbushes to Bunbury railway line;  

  (b) provide a clear time line for maintenance work on the Greenbushes to Bunbury 
portion of the railway, including the anticipated date that the line will be reopened;  

  (c) immediately identify how it intends to address safety issues arising from the dramatic 
increase in heavy haulage trucks on the South Western Highway, particularly in 
regard to the need for passing lanes in the areas of Hester Hill and Balingup Hill and a 
general upgrade of the South Western Highway; and  

  (d) urgently state its position on the proposal for the establishment of a new heavy 
haulage bypass route around Bridgetown.  

To the credit of the government, $4.5 million has been allocated in this year’s budget for the upgrading of Hester 
Hill.  I commend the government for that.  I understand that the government is proposing a joint venture with 
WA Plantation Resources Pty Ltd to create a loading facility at North Greenbushes and to upgrade the railway 
line from Greenbushes to Bunbury.  The government also has proposed to build a heavy haulage bypass route 
around Bridgetown.  I commend the government for that.  

I will respond to some of the comments made by members opposite.  They used words such as “deceitful”, 
“untruthful” and “misleading”.  I have presented in this Parliament at least six petitions on this issue.  I have 
another petition that is worded in such a way that it does not conform to the rules of this house.  Nevertheless, I 
will read the petition to members.  It states - 

To the Elected Representatives and Election Candidates representing the seats of Warren-Blackwood, 
Capel, Bunbury Leschenault and the South West Region:  

We, the undersigned constituents of Western Australia, respectfully request your support in opposing 
the closure of the South West Rail Line given that the closure will see in excess of 400,000 tonnes of 
woodchips redirected onto the South Western Highway between Manjimup and Bunbury, escalating the 
already dangerous mix of heavy-haulage vehicles with local and tourist traffic on a road that needs yet 
to be brought up to an acceptable standard.  We also ask that you actively seek to identify other heavy 
freight which can be transferred to the South West Rail Line from the South West Highway.   

This petition, albeit incorrectly worded, contains 670 signatures of people across the length and breadth of 
Western Australia.  That deals with the validity of the motion.   

I refer now to the assertions of the Leader of the House and the member for Perth on the sale of Westrail.  The 
previous government faced a situation whereby national rail had been deregulated and the state was facing the 
very real threat of national freight organisations and companies cherry picking the bulk freight of Western 
Australia, including our bulk grain, bauxite and woodchips.  The then government decided to sell Westrail and 
lease the railway line to a company called Wesfarmers Ltd.  The operator was Genesee and Wyoming Australia 
Pty Ltd.  The up-front payment for the project was $585 million.  The Australian Railroad Group was expected 
to make investments in the track and stock worth $400 million over the next five years.  This issue was debated 
as part of the substantive motion, and the minister in charge of transport made a number of accusations about it.  
The Labor Party seems to be hung up on the issue of privatisation.  It begs the question: what would the current 
government have done had it been in the same position with the threat of the deregulation of national freight?  
Had we lost those major freight components of Westrail, we would have -  

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan:  We would have on-sold the Westrail businesses and kept the railway line.  We were 
very clear about that.   

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I did not interject when government members were speaking.  Methinks the minister 
protesteth too much yet again.   
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Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan:  You asked the question.  You begged the question.  I told you what we would do.   

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  There is nothing that the Labor Party could have done about the deregulation of national 
freight.  The real threat was that those companies would have cherry picked our best freight components, which 
would have made Westrail worth nothing.  The previous government did sell infrastructure to Wesfarmers.  It 
was a good decision.  There was some residual debt that the government has had to pick up over the years, but it 
is wrong to suggest that the sale was the wrong thing to do.  It was carried out properly.  I have a press statement 
by the then Minister for Transport, Hon Murray Criddle, in which he recommended that the Rail Freight Sale 
Task Force, which was established in 1998, conduct the sale.  The then minister’s statement reads - 

More than 90 per cent of employees accepted the offer to transfer to ARG . . .  

That was the consortium of Wesfarmers and Genesee and Wyoming.  The then opposition issued a statement 
making a lot of allegations about the sale, and the Australian Railroad Group was compelled to release a 
statement on 25 May that states - 

In response to today’s media release from Eric Ripper’s office, ARG feels it necessary to respond to the 
Minister’s statement. 

Since privatisation, ARG estimates that it has expended close to $700 million on track infrastructure 
and rollingstock in Western Australia.   

In the five years to December 2005, it is forecast that ARG will have inserted nearly 880,000 new 
sleepers, installed 128 kms of new rail and overhauled approximately one third of its 200 locomotives.   

ARG is also unaware of what “additional funding for the network” has to date been received, but has 
been constructively involved in discussions with the government regarding support for certain light 
density lines.   

That just about explains the issue of the sale of Westrail.   

I want members opposite to understand that this is a real issue.  Members know that several deaths have occurred 
on the South Western Highway.  Only last week yet another truck, a coal truck, rolled over, this time at 
Serpentine, which resulted in the death of another two people.  It is not an issue that has been concocted by me; 
it is not an untruth or a deception by me.  Every local government in the south west of Western Australia has 
been concerned about this issue.   

I refer to the issue of the bypass of Bridgetown.  I refer the minister to a letter from the Premier to the 
Donnybrook council in which the Premier admitted that 400 000 tonnes of plantation logs would be transported 
on that road and that another 350 000 tonnes of woodchips would be carted from the Diamond mill.  That totals 
750 000 tonnes.  Obviously the Premier’s department had not warned that another company, Hansol PI Pty Ltd, 
would also freight 400 000 tonnes of woodchips, some of which would be transported on the South Western 
Highway and some on country roads.  The fact is that there has been a dramatic increase in the amount of freight 
being transported on the South Western Highway.  The government intends to spend $10.93 million on the 
highway.  We wait with bated breath for that project to start at Greenbushes.  However, in the meantime, the 
government has closed the railway line south of Greenbushes.  I have a litany of press statements by the Greens 
(WA) and the Labor Party.  I have an article from 6 October 2004, just before the last election, which has a very 
good photograph of Hon Adele Farina pictured with the then shire president of Manjimup, Mr Peter McKenzie.  
The headline is “Rail promise”, and the article states - 

Closure of the railway line between Manjimup and Greenbushes is not an option, according to the State 
Government.   

Planning and Infrastructure Minister Alannah MacTiernan said she has no intention of signing off to 
close the line even if it is no longer used to transport woodchips.   

The truck bypass in Bridgetown is another $7.5 million project that is projected to start in September next year.  
During the briefings I have had with Main Roads, I have been told that there is no way that the project can start 
at that time.  The project entails shifting the railway line on the rail easement eastwards towards residential areas.  
It is hoped that that will not happen.  If the rail closes, that will save the government a lot of money.  The only 
way that an industrial site that is being planned for Yornup, which is between Manjimup and Bridgetown, will 
occur is if there is rail access.  Everybody knows that.  By its very actions, the government is closing that rail 
line for the long term.  People suggest that there be an alternative bypass to the east of Bridgetown.  That would 
cost well over $100 million and require a new bridge across the Blackwood River.  I cannot see that happening 
in my lifetime.  What do we do?  We create a situation.  As I said, I commended the government for allocating 
funds to the bypass in Bridgetown.  However, there are still a number of unresolved issues.  The industrial site is 
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best located between Manjimup and Bridgetown.  I think that is the ideal solution.  The two dormitory towns - 
Manjimup with its education precinct from kindergarten to tertiary level and Bridgetown with its primary 
schools and high school - would provide the ideal situation in which industry could be serviced by the towns.  If 
the railway line is closed permanently, there will probably be an industrial site at North Greenbushes, adjacent to 
the loading terminal.  What will that mean?  It means that the industrial area will be serviced by Bunbury, and 
not by Manjimup or Bridgetown.  The majority of service industries are in Manjimup, and some are in 
Bridgetown.   

Talk about deception!  A public meeting was held at Donnybrook on a very cold night only two or three months 
ago.  It was attended by Hon Adele Farina, who represented the minister.  She gave a commitment that the 
project would go ahead and said that the previous government had spent only $4.5 million on the South Western 
Highway and that the current government had a huge commitment to the South Western Highway.  I asked a few 
questions in Parliament about the South Western Highway.  I asked a question on 30 June.  I asked the minister 
to provide a list of all major projects and associated funding for the maintenance, upgrading and development of 
the South Western Highway and Vasse Highway from 1993-94 to 2008-09.  I also asked the minister to provide 
the total amount of expenditure by the state government on the maintenance, upgrading and development of the 
South Western Highway.  I took the trouble to add the figures.  The figures show in detail how much was spent 
on maintenance and construction in each year.  I was provided with the length of road that was upgraded and the 
kilometre peg and so on.  I found that, in the past five years, the Labor Party spent $2.996 million in 2001-02; 
$2.831 million in 2002-03; $3.566 million in 2003-04; $2.236 million in 2004-05 and a projected total of 
$4.714 million in 2005-06.  I compared that with the funding provided during the last five years of the previous 
coalition government.  In 2000-01 the then government spent $9.37 million; in 1999-2000 it spent 
$9.125 million; in 1998-99 it spent $6.324 million; in 1997-98 it spent $8.65 million and in 1996-97 it spent 
$4.116 million.  The comparisons are: $16.343 million under the Labor Party and $37.585 million under the 
coalition government.  Those are the figures provided by the minister’s own office. Members of Parliament talk 
about deception and untruths, and there it is in black and white.  I do not need to say very much more.  The 
original motion has been gutted by the amendment before us.  We all know that the government has the numbers 
and the capacity to change motions.  If the amendment is accepted, the intent of the original motion will be 
completely changed.  The amendment states, in part - 

commends the Labor government for its decision to commit $10.93 million to ensure the survival of the 
south west woodchip line. 

There is nothing there about the bypass to Bridgetown or Hester Hill.  It states further - 

In particular, the house recognises that the Labor government has reversed the coalition government’s 
destructive approach to rail freight. 

How?  It has closed the railway line from Greenbushes to Manjimup.  How has that improved the rail freight 
situation?  The rail line was built to service the woodchip mill owned by WA Chip and Pulp and was built during 
the term of the previous Labor government in 1975.  For a long time, 850 000 tonnes of woodchips was freighted 
on that rail line to Bunbury.  That created a much safer South Western Highway than there is today.  The 
government and the minister know of the projected budget surplus of $660 million now blowing out to over 
$1 billion.  The government is shifting health services to regional centres and forcing people to travel long 
distances from regional areas.  In the Warren-Blackwood electorate, areas as far south as Northcliffe are 
affected.  A trip to Bunbury takes three hours.  Most people who have to visit a specialist or young pregnant 
women who need the services of an anaesthetist have to travel to Bunbury.  The mix of that traffic involves 
young people with families and elderly people seeking medical treatment in regional centres, and B-double road 
trains and pocket road trains.  It has already shown that it is a recipe for disaster.  With a budget surplus of more 
than $1 billion, a $50 million allocation to the South Western Highway would not be a big ask in anybody’s 
language.  The amendment continues - 

The house also acknowledges that privatisation has not produced the benefits promised by the coalition 
and recognises that the Labor government is acting strategically to increase the viability and 
competitiveness of rail freight. 

Is that done through closing the railway line between Bunbury and Lambert?  That is what the original motion 
was about.  It was about spending money on the railway line.  Whatever action the previous government took, 
whether it was the right decision or the wrong decision, we are faced with the situation in Western Australia in 
which the South Western Highway is very dangerous and people are being killed on that road.  The previous 
government’s record was fairly commendable compared with the meagre $16 million spent by the current 
government over the past five years.  One would have thought that, given the publicity in the press and the 
number of lives lost, the government would have given serious consideration to the motion I moved - not 
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because I moved it because I am just another member of Parliament who represents his area.  I am saying what 
my constituents want me to say in the Parliament of Western Australia.  That is all I am doing.  When we 
discussed the substantive motion, I told the minister that these were not my words; I quoted from press statement 
after press statement, newspaper articles, local government correspondence, correspondence from the Premier 
and correspondence from the minister.  It all points to the fact that we have a problem with South Western 
Highway, and that we need to get as much freight back on rail as we can.  No money is projected in the long-
term budget of Main Roads for the road from the Lambert chip-mill to Greenbushes or Bridgetown.  Apart from 
the bypass of the Bridgetown townsite, the section between Manjimup and Bridgetown has no passing lanes - 
nothing at all.  The Labor Party tells me that I am dishonest, deceptive and telling untruths, but I want people in 
regional Western Australia to read Hansard and study the issue for themselves.  They will come to the 
conclusion fairly quickly that the only people who are dishonest in this Parliament are those of the Labor Party. 

MS A.J.G. MacTIERNAN (Armadale - Minister for Planning and Infrastructure) [5.28 pm]:  I am not sure 
where I can start because so much nonsense has been spoken today in this place.  I acknowledge that more 
money could be spent on road infrastructure.  More money could be spent across the state from Wyndham to 
Esperance on our road infrastructure.  More money could be spent on schools; more money could be spent on 
hospitals; more money could be spent on ports.   

There is literally an endless array of projects on which we could spend money.  We could spend $50 million on 
South Western Highway.  We could spend $50 million on the rail network.  We need to ask ourselves: where is 
the greatest need, and where can we best place our money to obtain the maximum benefit for our community?  
We have recognised that there are issues on South Western Highway, and that further issues will emerge from 
the change of the rail line.  Frankly, had it not been for the government’s strategic intervention over the past 
three years, we would not even be in a position in which we could rescue the rail line between Greenbushes and 
Bunbury.  Had it not been for our absolute championing of this issue, our insistence that the logging companies 
come on board on this matter, and our active work to convince the rail companies that they can move logs on 
rail, as they do in other jurisdictions around the world, yet a further market would have been lost to rail and more 
trucks would have been using that road on a permanent basis.   

The reasoning behind this proposal that the woodchip mill and the loading point for timber take place at 
Greenbushes rather than Lambert is that the whole focus of the industry has changed.  Historically, and under the 
previous government, the industry has been based on native timber.  Manjimup and Lambert were logical centres 
for the intermodal terminal.  However, the industry is now vastly different.  The industry is no longer based on 
native timber.  The industry is now based primarily on plantation timber.  Therefore, we need to select a site that 
will make sense for that industry.  As I have said, all the detailed logistical work that has been done by the 
Department of Planning and Infrastructure, the Australian Railroad Group and the logging companies indicates 
that Greenbushes is the logical site for the focus of an intermodal terminal for the plantation timber industry.  
That is why we have agreed to work with the industry and provide over $10 million of funding for a package to 
ensure it gets up.   

As we all know, the difficulty at the moment is in getting approvals from the City of Bunbury for the new chip-
mill to be sited at the Bunbury port.  Members will recall that the council of the City of Bunbury had no 
difficulty in approving the first chip-mill.  It did not consider the matter significant enough to go to council.  It 
was not advertised.  Rather, it approved it on delegated authority.  However, the second chip-mill has been 
denied access to the port.  That matter is before the State Administrative Tribunal as we speak.   

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Did you sign the lease for Hansol?  I think you signed it twice. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN:  Yes, because it had been approved by the council, on delegated authority.  It was 
considered to be so insignificant as not to warrant going before the council.  It did not compare in significance 
with a sign for a Kentucky Fried Chicken store!   

That is the reason the focus has changed.  We recognise that some issues will arise.  We recognise in particular 
that it will create a real issue for Bridgetown.  That is why, as part of this package, we have agreed to provide 
$10 million to build a bypass around the town of Bridgetown.  The Shire of Bridgetown-Greenbushes is working 
very hard to get a resolution of this issue, and we are very keen to work with the council so that that bypass 
around the town can be constructed next year.   

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Would you be willing to consider the impact of that on the industrial sites south of 
Manjimup, because you are the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure, and if you close that railway line, there 
will be no industrial sites in Manjimup?  

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN:  As I have said, we need to make a strategic decision about whether it is feasible to 
upgrade that rail in the absence of a substantial timber industry in that area.  We are not writing it off.  In the 
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work that we are doing with the Shire of Bridgetown-Greenbushes, we want to keep open the possibility that at 
some stage in the future - because we can never say never - we will be able to reinstate the rail to Manjimup.  
Once the intermodal terminal is up and running, I will certainly be prepared to review the impact of that rail on 
the road between Manjimup and North Greenbushes to see whether we need to build additional passing lanes.  
Members know that work on Hester Hill will be undertaken late this year to put in a new passing lane.  Once the 
intermodal terminal is in place, I will also be more than happy to look at the traffic loads in the area between 
Bridgetown and Manjimup to see whether additional work needs to be done.  I give the member that guarantee.  
We will go there and do the work.  As I say, each and every member in this place could say they want this work 
or that work done in their electorate, and they are perfectly entitled to do that.  

Mr P.D. Omodei:  People have been killed on that road.  That is the difference. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN:  We understand that.  Unfortunately, there are road deaths throughout the state.  We 
need to bring a bit of objectivity and relatively into this debate.  The crash rate in the metropolitan area is 85 per 
one million persons.  The crash rate in rural Western Australia is 56 per one million persons.  The crash rate on 
South Western Highway is 51 per one million persons.  We are not being in any way cavalier about this issue.  
We are constantly monitoring the situation and putting in money.  We have a $1.5 million package of works, and 
another $7.5 million for passing lanes.  We are doing work.  We are constantly upgrading that road.  However, 
when we look at the comparative data, this is not one of the highest priorities.  Other than the fact that the 
member for Warren-Blackwood represents this area, this is not one of the areas that is showing up as having an 
above-average crash rate.  That is not to say that we are not interested and we do not need to constantly monitor 
it.  We will be monitoring it, and we will be doing any upgrade works that we recognise are needed, always 
bearing in mind, however, the prioritisation that we as a government need to do.   

Another furphy that I want to address is the $700 million-plus that has supposedly been spent by WestNet Rail.  
Can the member tell me where this money has been spent? 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Why not ask WestNet Rail? 

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN:  We have.  We have actually written to it twice, and we have said this is what is 
being said -  

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Do you want me to do your job for you? 

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN:  We have gone through the annual reports, but there is nothing in them.  We have 
looked at the WestNet Rail’s web site -  

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Are you saying that it is lying?  

Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN:  I am not saying that it is lying.   

We have looked at the web site and not a single media release refers to the $700 million.  The company is 
spending in excess of $700 million and yet no-one, including those in the rail system, can see where that money 
has been spent.  The member for Warren-Blackwood, who has touted that figure, cannot point to a single area in 
which the money has been spent.  The money is not referred to in the company’s annual reports; and nor is it on 
its web site.  The government has written letters to WestNet Rail asking where the money is, but we have not 
received a reply.  The government has received advice from the member for Warren-Blackwood about that 
claim.  We have written to WestNet Rail and asked it to tell us where the money has been spent.  We have 
received no reply.  We have searched the annual reports from the past four years but have found no evidence of 
that money.  There is nothing on the web site -  
Ms S.E. Walker:  Wind it up; we are sick of hearing your loud voice in this chamber.  
Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN:  The member for Nedlands really is a beauty.   
The government has found absolutely no evidence that this money has been spent.  The member for Warren-
Blackwood has made these claims because he is a true believer in privatisation.  Before rail was privatised, he 
jumped up and down in this chamber and said that, once we privatised rail, massive expansions would take place 
through entrepreneurialism and capital investment.  I have no doubts that the member for Warren-Blackwood, 
naive as he is, truly believed that that would be the case.  Unfortunately, that has not happened.   

Mr P.D. Omodei:  I will send your speech to Australian Railroad Group and it can respond itself.   
Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN:  I would like it to detail the money that has been spent.  We are talking about capital 
expenditure, and not expenditure on maintenance. 

Mr P.D. Omodei interjected.   
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Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN:  There is not a single new railway; indeed, pressure has been applied for the closure 
of rail lines.   
The government wants to work constructively with ARG and the other rail operators to build up rail freight.  
That is what it is doing. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  You’re giving it a smack in the mouth.   
Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN:  No, we are not; we are working constructively with it.   
During his dissertation, the member for Warren-Blackwood asked me to explain what we would have done.  As 
we said at the time, we did not oppose the actual sale of the Westrail freight business.  We accepted the fact that 
a freight business run by a bureaucracy did not make a lot of sense.  The member for Warren-Blackwood should 
read Hansard, because I made that statement over and over again.  What we opposed was the handing over - 
originally it was going to be a sale but after the ferment that was whipped up, it was changed to a lease -  
Mr P.D. Omodei:  So, it’s a lease now?  That’s the first time you’ve admitted it.  
Ms A.J.G. MacTIERNAN:  No, it is not.  
What we opposed was the handing over of the rail network to the management of an above-line operator, 
because it was not conducive to competition.  Every single piece of professional advice that we have received 
said exactly the same thing.  We cannot expect competition if we hand over rail track infrastructure to an above-
line operator.  It was our view that the rail track infrastructure should have been kept in public ownership and 
possibly sold to the Australian Rail Track Corporation.  Clearly, it should not have been given to a private 
operator.  However, that is history and we have to work within the existing framework.  It is absolutely ironic 
that the member for Warren-Blackwood condemns the government for the failings of privatisation, particularly 
when we have been enormously proactive pursuing the case for rail and getting more freight off the road and on 
to rail.   
MR A.D. McRAE (Riverton - Parliamentary Secretary) [5.47 pm]:  I want to make a contribution to this 
debate so that I can bring to the attention of members, particularly the member for Warren-Blackwood, the 
mover of the motion, the type of competing interests that exist for infrastructure investment in this state and the 
type of changes that have been wrought in metropolitan Western Australia where the freight transport load is a 
multiple of the quantums on the South Western Highway, which is what the member for Warren-Blackwood 
talked about.  I have no doubt that the issues that the member for Warren-Blackwood raised are legitimate.  It 
would be wrong of any member to say outside this chamber that there is no concern for road safety and no 
sadness about the loss of life on roads in Western Australia.  To say that we can fix the problems of our roads 
and avoid deaths and injuries just by having a railway line is grossly misleading and a gross misrepresentation of 
the experience of freight movement in this state and, indeed, road safety generally.   
The Leader of the House moved an amendment to the motion to reflect some of the positive changes that have 
taken place in the freight transport industry.  I will briefly discuss some of the changes in the south metropolitan 
region.  I am sure members would be aware that over the years there has been great debate about the freight load 
on roads in my electorate and the south metropolitan region on Leach Highway and, particularly of late, South 
Street, and the interconnecting roads and network that constitutes the freight movement in and around the region.  
When we came to government in 2001, there had been no construction on Roe Highway - a designated freight 
route connecting Midland to, at the very least, Kwinana Freeway - for more than eight years.  There had been no 
movement on the construction of that road whatsoever.  At the same time, the freight rail line that ran from the 
inner harbour port at Rous Head to the interstate container depots in Forrestfield continued to operate and took 
about two per cent of the total freight load that came from the Fremantle port.  On the one hand, there had been 
no investment in road infrastructure and no change to the capacity of the major freight carrying roads to handle 
an increasing freight challenge.  On the other hand, there was no upgrade, investment or change to the share of 
the freight load carried by the rail system, which was wholly government-owned.  Contrast that picture with the 
one that has been brought to the attention of the house by the member for Warren-Blackwood in asserting that 
somehow the Labor government has failed because the rail line and operation that was privatised by the former 
coalition conservative government has failed to deliver.  There is no basis for that critique and the member for 
Warren-Blackwood has no basis on which to make such assertions.  Indeed, even a cursory search of Hansard 
reveals just how captive members on the other side of the house were to the theories of free market and 
privatisation.  They had no regard for the realities of what was going on with freight movement in Western 
Australia.  The former Minister for Transport in the conservative government, Hon Murray Criddle MLC, was 
very much one of the architects of the privatisation of Westrail freight.  Hon Murray Criddle made some public 
statements in 1999 and 2000 in the lead-up to the privatisation of the rail network.  In a media statement released 
in October 2000 he said that, from the start of the process, the government was looking for a buyer who would 
introduce operating efficiencies, grow the business and invest in the business to an extent not possible with the 
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limited resources available to government.  In another media statement released around the same time he said 
that in addition to the up-front payment of $585 million, there was an undertaking to invest $400 million in the 
track and rolling stock over the next five years, with $280 million of that amount to be spent within the first three 
years.  Hon Murray Criddle also said in a media statement released in 1999 that without inviting the private 
sector into the equation, the Western Australian taxpayer would continue to foot the bill to upkeep and renew the 
track network and rolling stock.  The previous coalition government wanted to pass that task to the private 
sector, which Hon Murray Criddle said would have an obvious vested interest in expanding business on a top-
quality rail network.  What has been the real experience?  Rather than the company having a vested interest in 
making an investment of its own volition on the basis of supporting its business, it is again shifting the cost to 
taxpayers.  That is what the privatisation of this network has delivered.   
Privatisation was not a vehicle for increased private sector investment in, and the upgrading of, the infrastructure 
that was passed to the company under a lease arrangement.  It has allowed the leased line to decline in capacity.  
The line has deteriorated over time to the point that it has been shut down and the freight load has been shifted 
on to road.  That is the upshot of this failed experiment in privatisation and of the failed philosophy behind it, 
which was supported by the member for Warren-Blackwood.  Given the member’s statements in Hansard in 
1999, it is ironic that he has not only moved this motion on rail and road freight and road safety, but also argued 
earlier today for the need for a parliamentary inquiry into the beef cattle industry following the suspension of 
operations at E.G. Green and Sons in Harvey.  At one level the member for Warren-Blackwood is one of the 
leading chargers for privatisation.  He is reported in Hansard of 16 March 1999 as saying - 

Some of the benefits for the new entity will include operating efficiency and flexibility.  It will have 
lower freight rates, higher capital expenditure, a network extension, on-rail competition and market 
growth. 

That is fanciful.  The member for Warren-Blackwood outlined in 1999 what would happen when the rail line 
was privatised.  He said that the market should be allowed to operate.  However, when the market fails miserably 
and completely, as it has failed for the very community that he says he is in this place to represent and advocate 
on behalf of, his first squeal has been that the government must fix it.  The coalition wrote the plan for the 
decline of the rail system, and has come back six years later and said that the government must fix it.  I will 
reveal the infinite flexibility of the member for Warren-Blackwood on any philosophical approach that he might 
take on an issue.  On the very day on which we are debating this motion, the member for Warren-Blackwood 
also spoke in the Parliament about a commercial operator who has 80 per cent of the total abattoir operation 
throughput in this state and 90 per cent of the beef export throughput.  He wants the state government to support 
a parliamentary inquiry into the failure of that business at the very time that commercial interests are resolving it, 
to see how that business will operate again.  He cannot suggest, as he did in 1999, that privatisation will bring 
operating efficiency and flexibility or that it will result in lower freight rates, higher capital expenditure, a 
network extension, on-rail competition and market growth, and then squeal for government support and 
subsidies when it fails.  E.G. Green and Sons is in the process of lawfully and properly sorting out its processes 
to ensure that it can be a viable, sustainable commercial business.  However, the member for Warren-Blackwood 
has said that the Parliament must intervene in that process and direct what happens in that business enterprise.  
This is such in-built contradiction and hypocrisy that it must be revealed.  I hope that the people who report on 
the member for Warren-Blackwood’s performance in the two debates tonight look at those two matters and show 
the complete failure of the opposition to deal with reality.   

Just as an aside, it is interesting to note that the member for Warren-Blackwood was ably assisted at the time of 
privatising the rail network by one of his National Party colleagues, Dr Hilda Turnbull, the former member for 
Collie, who said a couple of months before the member for Warren-Blackwood made his comments about the 
benefits of privatisation that - 

From where will the money come for that huge capital investment in equipment needed to haul the 
plantation timber harvest?  It will come from private operators and private enterprise.  A major 
objective and part of the sale of Westrail is to encourage a major transport operator, who has a 
commitment to rail, to make that investment.  

I repeat - 

A major objective and part of the sale of Westrail is to encourage a major transport operator, who has a 
commitment to rail, to make that investment.  

What commitment and what investment were made?  The member for Warren-Blackwood was an advocate in 
those dim dark days - it was only six years ago.  What did the member do, in the course of setting out the process 
for privatisation, to ensure that the investment would be made by the private operator?   
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Mr P.D. Omodei:  Isn’t it true that WA Plantation Resources Pty Ltd will put $20 million into upgrading the 
railway?   

Mr A.D. McRAE:  In 1999, the member for Warren-Blackwood said that the benefits of this new entity would 
be operating efficiency and flexibility, lower freight rates, higher capital expenditure and a network extension.  
What did he do to ensure that investment occurred?  Not a sausage.  He did absolutely nothing.  What has he 
come back with today?  He has announced the prospect of a new company being on the horizon to make the 
investment.  I genuinely hope that he is right.  That would be a fantastic thing.  Members of this place are 
ultimately held responsible for their performance on behalf of the people they represent and the people of this 
state.  I have asked the member for Warren-Blackwood a number of times what he personally did to ensure that 
the investment that he promised would occur would in fact be made by the company that took over that 
operation.   

Mr P.D. Omodei:  You should talk to the company about that.  I do not have that knowledge.   

Mr A.D. McRAE:  The member has told us today that the company has told him about a major investment.  
Was it an investment of $700 million?   

Mr P.D. Omodei:  It was in a press release.   

Mr A.D. McRAE:  I have open on my laptop the web page of the Australian Railroad Group.  This web site 
contains all the press releases that are available in the public domain for that company.  There is not a sausage on 
that web site about what the member is talking about.  Given that the member for Warren-Blackwood is not the 
advocate for the people of Warren-Blackwood but seems instead to be an advocate for ARG, I invite him to table 
that press release so that we can check whether what he said is true.   

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Hansard has the press release, member for Riverton. 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  Has it been tabled?   

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Hansard has it to print my speech, but we can table it tomorrow if you would like.   

Mr A.D. McRAE:  Given the member for Warren-Blackwood’s performance as an advocate for ARG rather 
than the people of Warren-Blackwood, I would have thought that he would make sure - 

Mr P.D. Omodei interjected. 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  The member for Warren-Blackwood said that the Australian Railroad Group - he gave the 
clarion call for great things in 1999 - would increase operating efficiency, lower freight rates, produce higher 
capital expenditure that would result in a network extension and increase rail competition and market growth.  
How many of those things have actually happened?   

Mr P.D. Omodei:  ARG told us that would happen.   

Mr A.D. McRAE:  It told the Liberal Party it would happen.  In 1999, ARG said that would happen.  That is 
fantastic.  ARG told the Liberal Party that in 1999, and the member for Warren-Blackwood came into the 
Parliament and outlined what would happen.  In 2005, he is back here saying ARG has told him that it has 
invested $700 million.  On not one occasion has the member for Warren-Blackwood been able to demonstrate 
that he did anything to ensure that what he said would happen would in fact happen as a result of the lease 
contract arrangement.  Now, in 2005, when we put him to the test to demonstrate where that has actually 
occurred, all he can say is, “I’ve given the press release that they gave me to Hansard.”  It has not been tabled 
and no-one else has got a copy of it.  He is the only person I know in the world today who actually has a copy of 
it.  It is not on its web site.  I do not know where it is.  It is in the member’s pocket and with Hansard.   

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Are you saying they are lying to the people of Western Australia?   

Mr A.D. McRAE:  The member for Warren-Blackwood is an advocate for ARG and he has not proved to me 
that he has been an advocate for his community.  I think he is letting it down.  If he were honest, he would have 
come into this place and said, “We failed when we did our privatisation.  If we had our chance to do it again, we 
would do it differently.”  That is what he would say.  He would admit he got it wrong and demonstrate how it 
could be fixed.  He would come into this place not to move a motion condemning the minister, but to move a 
motion saying, “Minister, I know what you’ve done and I know what we’ve done.  If we are going to combine 
the best of our two views, this is what you should be doing.”  He has not done that.  He pretends to be an 
advocate for the people of Warren-Blackwood, yet the only thing I have seen him present are statements on 
behalf of ARG.   

Mr P.D. Omodei:  And a plantation timber company.   
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Mr A.D. McRAE:  And a plantation timber company.  Who was the member quoting previously? 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  WA Plantation Resources.  Didn’t you know it existed? 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  I know it exists, of course I do.  I wanted to know who else the member had been talking to.   

Mr P.D. Omodei:  It is plain ignorance by the Labor Party.  It is putting up $20 million to help fix the railway.   

Mr A.D. McRAE:  I think we have revealed in this debate that the member has not come into this Parliament in 
relation to either E.G. Green and Sons and the beef cattle industry or this motion dealing with the Lambert to 
Bunbury railway line and the pressure its closure has put on roads. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Read page 15 of today’s newspaper. 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  I have read it. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  What does the headline read? 

Mr A.D. McRAE:  “Graziers want collapse inquiry”. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Thank you very much.   

Mr A.D. McRAE:  Underneath that article is a photograph of the owner-operator of Mitchell’s transport 
company talking about the fact that even though he has been able to put his staff on short-term leave, the bills 
and lease costs for his fleet of trucks are still coming in and that is placing an extraordinary burden on him.   

Mr P.D. Omodei:  What does it say about Perth Meat Exports?   

Mr A.D. McRAE:  I will not recite a full page of a newspaper to the member.  It also quotes a Betta Electrical 
store in Harvey and talks about its drop in turnover that occurred nearly overnight.   

Mr P.D. Omodei:  How can you criticise me for the graziers inquiry?   

Mr A.D. McRAE:  The point I am making is about the two motions.  The member for Warren-Blackwood is 
being very defensive and he is not listening.  He still will not acknowledge the contribution he could make to the 
communities involved.  He was offered an opportunity last week and this week to come into this place at a later 
date when E.G. Green and Sons is back up operating to get an inquiry going.  What did he do?  He completely 
ignored the offer.  He is not looking after the best interests of the industry and he is not interested in the best 
interests of the community.  He is interested in a headline for the member for Warren-Blackwood and nothing 
more.   

Mr P.D. Omodei:  We should have an inquiry.   

Mr A.D. McRAE:  The opposition will probably get it and the benefit to the member will be zero, because 
people will see through it.  In the end they will ask what he actually did to get bipartisan support from the 
government and the opposition to get some benefit for the industry and the community.  They will see that the 
government bent over backwards to offer him on two occasions in consecutive weeks opportunities for a 
bipartisan approach and that he ignored and dismissed the offers.  The same thing is happening with him today.  
He has dragged this up at a time when the community needs a bipartisan approach.  He has dragged up a dodgy 
old piece of work and he has failed again.   

Question to be Put 

DR G.G. JACOBS (Roe) [6.07 pm]:  I move - 

That the question be now put. 

Question put and negatived. 

Amendment to Motion Resumed 

MR P.B. WATSON (Albany) [6.08 pm]:  Part of the amendment reads that the Labor government is acting 
strategically to increase the viability in competitiveness of rail freight.  I can refer only to my electorate.  In 
2001, when the Labor Party first came to power, a new woodchip industry was starting up in Albany.  The 
previous government had not allowed funding for a rail spur from the Mirambeena industrial estate to Albany.  It 
was a real concern because it would have been the first bit of rail the previous government had put in in eight 
years.  However, this government brokered an agreement with the state’s private rail operator, WestNet Rail, to 
ensure that woodchips from the Albany mill were transported by rail.  The 1.5 kilometre rail line connects to the 
chip mill on Down Road West, near the Mirambeena industrial estate.   

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Are you sure it was not the previous Labor government?   
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Mr P.B. WATSON:  No, I am 100 per cent sure.  The member’s electorate is near that region and if he had an 
interest in it, there would have been no need for him to ask the question.  

Mr P.D. Omodei:  I am not the member for Albany, but I will come down there and give you a run for your 
money.   

Mr P.B. WATSON:  The member for Warren-Blackwood is always welcome in Albany and I hear he is a very 
good fisherman.  We look forward to seeing him in Albany.  However, we are not fishing at the moment; we are 
talking about this motion.  I am referring to woodchips and grain, which are both huge industries in the Albany 
region.  Three major companies currently work out of Albany and there is a real concern there, as there is 
throughout the south west, about getting the woodchips and grain onto rail.  The Gallop Labor government has 
delivered on this.  First, it has provided the money for the first stage of the ring road.   

Mr C.J. Barnett:  The woodchips on rail - who agreed on that?   

Mr P.B. WATSON:  The previous government did not.  The spur was put in by the Gallop Labor government.   

Mr C.J. Barnett interjected. 

Mr P.B. WATSON:  That was not for the spur.  I recall we all went to Albany.  The Leader of the Opposition 
was in a grumpy mood that day.  I stood near him and he and Hon Robyn McSweeney were very unhappy.  Just 
two people were standing there, and I happened to be a couple of paces away.  The unhappiness was obvious.  
However, the spur was put in by the Gallop Labor government. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  It was all part of the agreement for the project. 

Mr P.B. WATSON:  However, no money was put aside.  I keep saying Leader of the Opposition, but I mean the 
member for Cottesloe. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  It could be soon! 

Mr P.B. WATSON:  Anyway, we will agree to disagree, because I have a great affinity with the member for 
Cottesloe.  We are both Claremont Football Club supporters, and it is a very nervous time for us, especially as 
we will come up against the premiership team in a couple of weeks.  It is good to see that the former Leader of 
the Opposition is a much happier person now, and he is doing some great things for the government from his 
side of the house. 

Our main concern in the great southern is to get the trucks off the roads and onto rail.  Some previous speakers 
said that when they are driving on country roads, they pass tractors, houses and so on.  A lot of people from Asia 
come down to my area.  Five or six people will get into a kombivan.  The longest time they have ever driven 
before is probably half an hour to an hour.  When they drive to Albany, they do not appreciate how long the 
trucks are.  They try to pass them, with tragic results.  We are now trying to keep those trucks off the roads.  As I 
said, I will stand corrected if I am incorrect.  However, a spur line goes into Albany.  In addition, the ring road 
will encourage more people to visit the area.  When the ring road is completed, instead of Great Southern 
Plantations transporting its wood along Chester Pass Road and through the roundabout, the trucks will be able to 
cut through the ring road, and they will be encouraged to take the woodchips along Down Road so that they can 
be transported by rail.  This will reduce the number of heavy vehicles on our roads.  It demonstrates the 
government’s ongoing commitment to encourage as much freight as possible to use rail. 

Mr C.J. Barnett interjected. 

Mr P.B. WATSON:  The member for Cottesloe is an honest man and I take his word.  However, I remember 
handing over the cheque.  If it was done previously, fair enough. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  It was physically done under Labor, but the project was negotiated under the Liberal 
government. 

Mr P.B. WATSON:  The member for Cottesloe and I also opened the facility at Albany Senior High School 
together. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  That’s right. 

Mr P.B. WATSON:  We both have our names on the plaque.  While we are talking about that, I will tell the 
member for Cottesloe something that he might like to know.  The previous member for Albany’s wife, Sheena 
Prince, who is a very good teacher in our region, has won the first teacher of the month award.  I will be very 
proud to present her with that award, because she is a great teacher. 
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By 2008 it is envisaged that three companies will be operating in our region, as I said before, and they will 
export some 2.5 million tonnes of woodchips per annum.  Stage 1 was brought forward by 12 months because 
the government realised the importance of this project.  One of this government’s election commitments is to 
spend $2.6 million upgrading the rail infrastructure at the Albany port.  The problem at the Albany port at the 
moment is that it cannot get enough trailers on the trains.  When the trailers come into the port, they must be cut 
off because they go across the road there.  Therefore, the government has allocated $2.6 million for an overpass 
to go over that area.  That will not only get rid of the bottlenecks in the port but also enable more woodchips to 
be transported through the port. 

While I am talking about Great Southern Plantations, I should say that on Thursday, 12 May this year, it was 
great to see 42 000 tonnes of woodchips shipped from the port of Albany to the Japanese port of Mishima 
Kawanoe.  All that was transported on rail.  If we did not have the spur, all those woodchips would have been 
transported to Albany by truck.  As I said before, some very good grain will come through this year, as well as 
the woodchips.  Because we have the rail spur between Mirambeena and Albany, and also the extended spur in 
the port itself, it will be much easier to shift not only the grain but also all the woodchips. 

I will deal with the amendment.  No-one can say that the Gallop Labor government has not put money into 
infrastructure to keep trucks off the roads.  The government has put $7.4 million towards the construction of the 
first stage of the ring road.  Many of the heavy-haulage trucks, instead of going through the roundabout, will cut 
through the first stage of the ring road.  They will go out to Mirambeena so they do not have to go through a 
busy roundabout.  Anyone who has been to Albany and tried to go around the roundabout in Albany will realise 
how busy it is.  Once the grain season starts and the woodchips are available, the traffic in that area will be 
chaotic.  Not only have we brought forward the first stage of the ring road by 12 months, but also we are looking 
at stages 2 and 3.  Money was put aside in the budget for the planning for stages 2 and 3. 

Mr D.T. Redman interjected. 

Mr P.B. WATSON:  The minister might have more up-to-date information.  At the moment we are looking at 
the planning.  Land must be purchased, and money has been put aside for that.  I spoke to Main Roads the other 
day.  It said that it hopes to get the first stage, the gravel part, completed.  However, it cannot do the cement part 
during the winter, so it thinks the first stage will be completed by late 2007.  As soon as that is finished, work 
will be done on stages 2 and 3. 

Mr D.T. Redman interjected. 

Mr P.B. WATSON:  Yes.  Even though the member for Stirling is not in his seat, I do not mind talking to him.  
It is a very important part of the project.  Not only the ring road in Albany but also the bypass road in Mt Barker 
are very important to the member for Stirling’s electorate and my electorate.  I am sure that the member for 
Stirling will work just as hard to lobby the minister as I will, because this project is very important for our 
regions.  I look forward to working closely with the member for Stirling. 

MR M.P. WHITELY (Bassendean) [6.17 pm]:  I support the amendment and I echo the words of previous 
speakers such as the member for Albany.  I believe that at the heart of this amendment is a clear difference 
between the Labor Party approach and the coalition approach to the provision of infrastructure - a debate that is 
being conducted at both a state and national level.  The last paragraph of the amendment states - 

The house also acknowledges that privatisation has not produced the benefits promised by the coalition 
. . .  

That paragraph could be slotted into many motions at both a state and national level in a debate on the coalition’s 
approach to infrastructure provision.  In fact, there is a clear difference in the way in which the coalition 
approaches decisions about privatisation or public ownership as opposed to the way in which the Labor Party 
approaches those decisions.  Some people, mistakenly in my view, ascribe it to a difference of ideology.  I 
believe that currently the coalition is absolutely devoid of ideology.  It finds a pro-privatisation ideology and 
constructs it around loose arguments about governments not providing services as efficiently as the private 
sector.  The coalition finds a convenient ideology to meet its political purposes, and when it comes to 
privatisation, those political purposes are simply to privatise so that it can get its hands on a bucketload of cash 
that it can use for electoral pork-barrelling.  The federal government is seeking to privatise the remainder of 
Telstra, not because it believes that there are any long-term benefits for either the public or business in Australia, 
but simply because it believes there is an opportunity for the government to get its hands on billions of dollars 
that it can use to slush around in marginal electorates to prop up its chances of success at the next federal 
election.  It did exactly the same thing with the first and second floats of Telstra; it shamelessly used the 
proceeds of the sale of the first 49 per cent of Telstra to prop up the coalition’s chances of success in subsequent 
elections.  We are about to see the same thing happen again.  It is not a matter of ideology; it is the difference 
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between a party with a clear approach to public ownership - the Labor Party - and the coalition parties, who 
simply use publicly owned assets as their own playthings to further their political ends.  It is the equivalent of 
one of us selling off our family home to finance some short-term objective.  That is exactly what the federal 
government is seeking to do.  It has already done it with the first two stages of the sale of Telstra, and that is 
what it is seeking to do this time.   

By comparison, at either a state or a federal level, the Labor Party has a clear philosophical underpinning on 
issues of public sector ownership.  I quickly printed off page 51 of the Western Australian state platform of the 
Labor Party, which talks about public sector service delivery.  The Minister for Housing and Works and I were 
the authors of this part of the policy.  Before we were members of Parliament, he was the chair of the economics 
and industry committee of the party, and I was a member of that committee.  We wrote that section together.  I 
will quote a bit from it - 

68. Labor believes that the public sector should play the central role in the provision of utilities 
and infrastructure such as, electricity, water, sewerage particularly where these services are 
provided by natural monopolies. 

There, if you like, is the philosophical underpinning for Labor’s approach to privatisation issues.  Contrast that 
with the approach of the conservatives, who simply see publicly owned assets as a way to prop up their electoral 
chances.  There is a clear distinction in our approach. 

That approach applies to not only privatisation versus public ownership but also is evident in the way that Labor 
has approached issues of planning and transport, both road and rail, since it came to government.  We have taken 
a different approach from that of the previous government.  In fact, we rolled a number of ministries into one.  
We are able to do so because of the tremendous talents of the member for Armadale, the Minister for Planning 
and Infrastructure.  In all my 45 years on this planet I have never met a person with the minister’s capacity for 
hard work and to keep detailed issues in her head and deal with the totality of issues.  Rolling the functions of 
rail and road transport and urban and land use planning into the one ministry clearly points to the difference 
between the approach of the present government and that of the previous government.  This difference results 
from a number of factors.  One of them is philosophical.  In other words, we see the big picture; that is, the 
totality and interconnectedness of road and rail transport and land use planning.  Even if the previous 
government had seen that interconnectedness, it was beyond its wit and wisdom to roll those portfolio areas 
together, because it simply would not have had a minister capable of doing the job.  Labor has a different 
philosophical approach.  It looks at the totality of the situation and takes a holistic approach to land use and 
transport issues.  Road and rail issues are considered on their merits, in terms of safety, economy and the 
environment.  Labor takes a triple bottom line approach to all its planning decisions, and has a minister who is 
capable of delivering that approach.  As I have said on many occasions, both in this place and outside, it takes an 
incredible individual to be able to do that, and we are very fortunate to have such a person in the Minister for 
Planning and Infrastructure.  

Let us look at the record of the previous government at a micro level, on the issue of road safety.  When I was 
the member for Roleystone, the northern border of my electorate was William Street, Beckenham, which the 
Court government had left as a de facto extension of the Roe Highway.  If people like the member for Warren-
Blackwood had any real concern for road safety, he, as a member of the cabinet, would not have left William 
Street, Beckenham - a road that is adequate only as a district distributor road - as a major transport route with 
30 000 vehicle movements a day.  It was an incredibly dangerous situation.  William Street is a long straight 
road, but has housing built close to the road edges on both sides.  It was a very dangerous situation for not only 
those who lived on William Street, but also the residents of Beckenham who took their lives into their hands 
whenever they wanted to use William Street to travel outside their suburb.  The hypocrisy of people like the 
member for Warren-Blackwood is obvious.  They bleat about road transport issues when they left such an 
obviously dangerous situation unattended for so many years and simply exploited the people of Beckenham, 
particularly those on William Street, which at the time was the border of my former electorate and that of the 
Deputy Premier.  For the people of Beckenham this is unforgivable.  I know that long-term residents of 
Beckenham will be forever grateful for the actions of the government in speedily building Roe Highway stages 4 
and 5, and directing that heavy traffic away from suburban roads.  That issue has been somewhat moved down 
the line as those further stages were rolled out and traffic has moved onto South Street.  There were complaints 
about the mixing of heavy transport vehicles with domestic vehicles on that road.  People were complaining that 
it was dangerous.  However, that was nothing like the danger endured by the people who used that section of 
William Street in Beckenham, and nothing like the chaos that was created around the William Street-Albany 
Highway intersection.  I might add that we have rolled out the successive stages of Roe Highway, which we 
needed to do as quickly as possible.  
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Both the micro approach of getting road issues correct and the macro approach of rolling road and rail transport 
issues in with land use planning and having a philosophy or a public interest test underlying decisions about 
privatisations and public ownership clearly demonstrate the difference between our side of politics and the 
others, at both state and commonwealth levels.  I am very happy to support the amendment, which is just another 
example of how the approach the government is taking is superior to the approach of members opposite on these 
issues. 

MR N.R. MARLBOROUGH (Peel - Parliamentary Secretary) [6.30 pm]:  I support the amendment.  If there 
was a part of the Liberal Party and National Party coalition history one would think members opposite would 
want to walk well away from, it is their history concerning the rail system in this state.  In my time in politics in 
Western Australia, we have seen the Liberal Party under Sir Charles Court close down the Fremantle to Perth 
railway line.  It is hard to comprehend today that anybody would take that position and close down such an 
important part of our passenger rail link.  At that time, anyone with any vision about where transport and 
transport use needed to be in the next 20 to 50 years could not have advocated that position.  Nevertheless, they 
not only advocated it, but they pursued and implemented that policy.  We had to live for years with the major 
southern suburb and port not being available to rail passengers in the Perth metropolitan area.  In that time, we 
saw a mentality that had no idea of how to use the rail system or to make it grow.  It was an ideology headed by 
Sir Charles Court that was absolutely locked into trucking and the motor car.  We saw massive expenditure on 
freeways etc, all of which are very important today to our community.  Members of that government were so 
entrenched in the mentality of our transport needs being serviced by the car that they ignored the real transport 
needs of the future of this city by closing down the important Perth-Fremantle rail link.   

However, the coalition went further in its rail history in this town.  In more recent times under the Richard Court 
government, not one centimetre of new rail was laid.  Again, the entire area of transport was put into hibernation.  
By doing nothing for 10 years, the state was sent backwards at a million miles an hour in terms of what should 
have been delivered in passenger and freight outcomes. 

Governments in many ways make mistakes, and they also make many good decisions.  I am sure that if I went 
through the history of the Liberal Party in the past nine or 10 years it was in government, I would think a number 
of good decisions were made.  In fact, the “Polly” Farmer tunnel was good - I thought it was good in opposition.  
I am sure that there were many other such projects.  However, the rail history of the Liberal Party is so 
frighteningly abysmal that one wonders from where members opposite get the courage to put it all behind them 
as though it never happened and start to attack us for saving a portion of rail that they helped to destroy.  Why 
did they help to destroy it?   

The coalition government had a third chapter in its role with rail in Western Australia.  Not only did the Richard 
Court government not lay one centimetre of new rail in its 10 years in office, but also it raped the rail system by 
giving it away to a group called the Australian Railroad Group, which paid around $585 million collectively for 
its lease and purchase.  It was an absolute giveaway.  In fact, it is worth reminding the house that the then 
Minister for Transport, Hon Murray Criddle, claimed that the $585 million up-front payment from ARG also 
included a commitment to invest $400 million on the system over and above the $585 million.  This was a direct 
quote from his speech.  He stated that this became effectively a net benefit of $985 million to the state. 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  Was that a legal commitment or just a verbal commitment? 

Mr N.R. MARLBOROUGH:  I will come to that.  That was what the then Minister for Transport reported to 
the house of Parliament.  It is on the record in Hansard.  The truth of the matter is that he told the public of 
Western Australia that he was delivering through the sale to ARG a net benefit of $985 million to the state.  
There was a benefit of the purchase price of about $585 million, and ARG in the ensuing years would put 
$400 million into freight and rail infrastructure.  We now know that the actual outcome was a net loss of 
$116 million.  That is a difference of close to $1 billion in today’s figures.  The commitment the then minister 
made was seen in the cold light of day when we came to government.  It can be actually tagged, I believe, as a 
criminal activity that took place.  The then minister told the public of Western Australia and told Parliament that 
$585 million was to be received for the sale, and that ARG would spend $400 million on future stock.  When we 
argued in opposition against this claim, we were told we were wrong.  When we got into government, and for the 
first time we could see what was going on, what did we find?  There was not a written commitment at all in the 
ARG contract - nothing.  It did not commit to spend anything on rolling stock or on the line itself and the 
infrastructure that carries the rolling stock.  Nothing in the sale contract provided an obligation on ARG to invest 
the $400 million.  We all make mistakes in government.  We were accused of making big mistakes in our time in 
government prior to the 10 years of the Liberal government, and a royal commission was held in that regard and 
we were put into the political wilderness for 10 years.  I suggest that what happened with the sell-off of the 
freight system in Western Australia, in my opinion, deserves a proper inquiry.  By any measure, I suggest clearly 
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that the record shows that the Parliament was misled by then Minister Murray Criddle.  The record shows that 
the Parliament, but, more importantly, the community, was misled.  This was not in an atmosphere that we in 
opposition were lying back taking in every word stated by the minister; it was in an atmosphere in which the 
then shadow minister, the current Minister for Planning and Infrastructure with responsibility for transport, at 
every opportunity was able to point out to the government that the sale price was incorrect, and that she wanted 
to see evidence of the commitment Mr Criddle said was in place with ARG.  I think a parliamentary inquiry 
should be held into this issue.  A parliamentary process should go right into the books of what led to this sale.  A 
parliamentary inquiry would allow us to read all the evidence that is required to determine whether proper 
processes were carried out in the sale of this rail system.  If I am correct in my assertion that this was in many 
definitions a criminal act, that process will demonstrate that I am right.  If, in the face of the evidence before us, 
a criminal act was carried out by the previous Liberal minister, it must be brought to light. 

What drives governments to make these types of decisions?  They do not add up to the evidence before them or 
to the facts.  Why do governments go on regardless and make those decisions?  I refer to the decision to sell off 
the whole of the freight system to a private company.  The reason was always clear to us from the start, but we 
never quite thought that a government would do it.  Always in front of us from the start were the political links 
between the then coalition government and the head of Wesfarmers.  Wesfarmers Ltd and Genesee and 
Wyoming Inc were part of the Australian Railroad Group consortium.  I am suggesting that the decision to sell 
Westrail was far away from the evidence that was presented to the government.  There was no actual evidence of 
a contract in place committing ARG to $400 million ongoing expenditure.  The railway system was raped at a 
giveaway price; it was thrown away.  It was never equated to the actual costs associated with it.  We now know 
that the package put together at the time it was sold to us was a lie.  The lie was that ARG gave a commitment in 
writing to spend $400 million.  Why would the government tell that story?  Why would it tell that outrageous 
lie?  Why would that type of information be given?  Why would a minister stand up and say that?  Either he was 
ignorant of the parliamentary process or he thought that he would never be caught out, or he did not care because 
he was driven by other outcomes.  The only logical conclusion that I can come to - we were accused of it during 
the WA Inc days - is the political links between the Wesfarmers company, the then chairman of Wesfarmers, 
Michael Chaney, and the Liberal Party, which were always going to drive this deal into the arms of his company. 
Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  There have been three derailments between Koolyanobbing and Esperance.  If the rail were 
upgraded, that would not happen. 
Mr N.R. MARLBOROUGH:  I thank the minister for giving me that advice.  He has a far more detailed 
knowledge of those types of incidents in his electorate than I have.  I accept his evidence. 
I return to the crux of my concern: the shadow minister believes he can get away with rewriting the history of the 
Liberal Party on rail transport.  It is almost the same mentality that blinded the Liberal Party to the mortgage 
brokers scandal.  The more we looked into the role of Liberal Party members and the brokers who were involved 
in cudgelling elderly people out of their hard-earned savings, the more we saw that the Liberal Party had too 
many friends to look after in the broking industry.  All the evidence was presented to them at a proper inquiry, 
and they held out against massive outcries in newspaper editorials.  We saw the close links between the then 
minister and a number of people in the broking industry who were under review.  We were also seeing an 
arrogant coalition government that was beginning to be out of touch with the community.  It did not care.  Its 
mates were the people in business.  It did not care about the elderly.  That disregard for public concern was 
evident from the role played by the then Minister for Transport, Murray Criddle.  He stood in this Parliament and 
said that ARG was committed not only to a sale price, but also an ongoing expenditure of $400 million. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Murray Criddle was in the Legislative Council. 

Mr N.R. MARLBOROUGH:  I know where he was, and I know where he ought not to be.  He ought not to be 
in Parliament.  He ought not to be free walking the streets.  If the evidence before this house is accurate, he has 
certainly committed a parliamentary offence.  I suggest that in the hands of a properly resourced committee of 
this Parliament, he will be found to have committed a criminal offence.  When questioned then by the shadow 
minister - 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  You’re going red. 

Mr N.R. MARLBOROUGH:  I am not going red.  Is the Deputy Leader of the Opposition denying that the then 
minister - 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  You are an embarrassment.  Are you the guy who had Brian Burke’s gold card?  Were you a 
mate of the guy who lost $1 billion for this state? 
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Mr N.R. MARLBOROUGH:  Of course.  I was a very proud friend of the former Premier, and I still am today.  
Unlike the Deputy Leader of the Opposition, I stick by my friends.  I have talked to people in the Deputy Leader 
of the Opposition’s community about him. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Have you? 

Mr N.R. MARLBOROUGH:  Absolutely.  It always pays to keep an eye on opposition members.  They come 
in here full of their own importance, and feel that they are untouchable.  They never are.  I want to ask the 
Deputy Leader of the Opposition a question about his friend, the then minister in the upper house, Hon Murray 
Criddle.  Is the Deputy Leader of the Opposition suggesting that he did not make those statements to Parliament? 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  I don’t know what statements you are talking about. 

Mr N.R. MARLBOROUGH:  I am telling the Deputy Leader of the Opposition what statements were made.  
They are recorded in Hansard.  Is the member denying that Hon Murray Criddle told this Parliament that ARG 
would spend an ongoing $400 million on upgrading the rail system and running freight in containers and on rail?  
Does the Deputy Leader of the Opposition deny that Hon Murray Criddle said that? 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  You should talk to ARG about that.  You guys seem hell-bent or fixated on ARG.  You have 
to deal with them to negotiate freight in WA.  Why don’t you go and talk to them? 
Mr N.R. MARLBOROUGH:  I am willing to have my theory tested.  My theory is that the decision by the then 
Liberal government was vastly out of step with the evidence before it.  What else drove it to make the decision?  
It could be pure ideology to privatise everything.  In this instance even that would reek of guilt, because no 
government should act in that way.  They should act on what is before them.  

Mr P.D. Omodei:  This is about the people being killed. 

Mr N.R. MARLBOROUGH:  The Deputy Leader of the Opposition was not worried about people being killed 
when he sold the rail system and told lies about $400 million being spent on upgrading the structure.  The 
company it was sold to, which the former government told us would spend $400 million, has not spent a zack.  
The reason the then minister told the house it should be sold is out of step with the evidence before it, and there 
can be only one or two other objectives.  Either the Liberal Party was driven by ideology or it was committed to 
handing over a bonus to the chairman of Wesfarmers - its political ally.  The Liberal Party was committed.  It did 
not care about the evidence. 
Mr P.D. Omodei:  I will give you a commitment.   
Mr N.R. MARLBOROUGH:  It had no inkling of it and did not want to know about it.  The Liberal Party was 
so hell-bent on handing over this package as a favour to its political ally, it did all of that; it ignored everything. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  I will give you a commitment.  I will send your speech to Michael Chaney and let him 
respond to you personally. 

Mr N.R. MARLBOROUGH:  I would love it if the member did that.  Why does he think I am making this 
speech?  A parliamentary inquiry should be set up.  We should then let Michael Chaney attend and let him tell us 
why ARG has not spent the $400 million.  Let him tell us why he was part of allowing a minister to tell the 
public and this Parliament that he was going to spend $400 million, when he had no intention of doing it.  The 
minister told people that ARG would spend $400 million, but there was nothing about it in the written contract.   
Let us have a parliamentary inquiry.  I want the questions answered.  I am saying that we should not let this 
sleeping dog lie; let us find the fleas.  I reckon they will be big.  In the end the process will create so many 
problems for those opposite that they will want to remove them as quickly as possible, just as we do.  

MR T.G. STEPHENS (Central Kimberley-Pilbara) [6.50 pm]:  It is an interesting experience to speak 
straight after the member for Peel has spoken.  I will summarise the debate so far and why I believe the 
amendment should be carried and the motion should be ignored.  Those opposite have referred to the railways, as 
was pointed out by the previous speaker, and they should hang their heads in shame, and not simply for the 
reasons articulated to the chamber to this point - and an interesting invitation has been made for a parliamentary 
inquiry to look into the issues raised by the previous speaker.  When I look at the history of rail since the 
recommencement of the Fremantle-Perth line, I have the misfortune to remember something that I think the 
previous speaker would also remember, and that is the closure of other railway lines, such as the Geraldton-
Meekatharra line.  That rail infrastructure was lost, together with the opportunities that would have been 
available to the resource sector in that region if such a line had been still in existence.   
The debate over rail and privatisation of rail in this state has been a debacle for the Liberal Party and it is 
extraordinary that it should embark upon a motion such as the one before the house, one that gives us a chance to 
glance at the history of this matter.  Privatisation is again on the national agenda and, as a regional member of 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Wednesday, 24 August 2005] 

 p4542b-4560a 
Mr John Kobelke; Mr John Hyde; Mr Paul Omodei; Ms Alannah MacTiernan; Mr Tony McRae; Dr Graham 

Jacobs; Mr Peter Watson; Mr Martin Whitely; Mr Norm Marlborough; Mr Tom Stephens 

 [20] 

Parliament for a remote part of this state, I advise that privatisation is on the nose in the communities across 
regional Australia because of the privatisation of rail freight.  In the caucus room, of which I have been a 
member for almost 25 years, there has been only one occasion when caucus has overturned a decision of a 
government and that was when Hon Fred McKenzie moved to stop an initiative being taken at the time which 
would have seen part of the Westrail operation privatised.  That privatisation decision was overturned, it was 
defeated, and the government of the day quickly reversed direction and headed off to maintain that rail freight 
operation in government hands, only to come across the sorry saga that was embarked upon by, firstly, Eric 
Charlton as the transport minister of the day and, subsequently, Murray Criddle.  Those events were highlighted 
by the previous speaker. 

The motion gives us the chance to reflect on those arguments and to take the opportunity of walking away from 
the rail strategy embarked upon by the Liberal opposition and its refusal to invest in public infrastructure.  
Instead, it gives us a chance to tackle the amendment to the motion as moved by the leader of government 
business.  This amendment commends the Labor government for its decision to commit additional funding - 
some $11 million - to ensure the survival of the south west woodchip line.  Our predecessors put their blind trust 
in the defence of that line through the private sector.  It did not deliver the outcome promised and argued for by 
the Liberal Party when it was in government.  This amendment gives us a chance to recognise that that 
destructive approach by the coalition government has failed.  We now have a minister, supported by a team, who 
is reinvesting in the rail network and the port systems of this state to the advancement of the interests of Western 
Australia.  My task has been to summarise the debate.  It is time to support the amendment and to defeat the 
proposition that has been put forward by the opposition. 

Amendment (deletion of words) put and a division taken with the following result - 

Ayes (23) 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mr J.C. Kobelke Ms S.M. McHale Ms J.A. Radisich 
Mr A.J. Carpenter Mr R.C. Kucera Mr A.D. McRae Mrs M.H. Roberts 
Mr J.B. D’Orazio Mr F.M. Logan Mr N.R. Marlborough Mr T.G. Stephens 
Dr J.M. Edwards Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan Mrs C.A. Martin Mr M.P. Whitely 
Mrs J. Hughes Mr J.A. McGinty Mr A.P. O’Gorman Mr D.A. Templeman (Teller) 
Mr J.N. Hyde Mr M. McGowan Ms M.M. Quirk  

Noes (17) 

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Mr J.H.D. Day Mr P.D. Omodei Dr J.M. Woollard 
Mr M.J. Birney Dr K.D. Hames Mr T.R. Sprigg Dr S.C. Thomas (Teller) 
Mr T.R. Buswell Ms K. Hodson-Thomas Mr M.W. Trenorden  
Mr G.M. Castrilli Dr G.G. Jacobs Mr T.K. Waldron  
Mr M.J. Cowper Mr J.E. McGrath Ms S.E. Walker  

            

Pairs 
 Mr S.R. Hill Mr D.T. Redman 
 Mrs D.J. Guise Mr B.J. Grylls 
 Mr E.S. Ripper Mr G.A. Woodhams 
 Dr G.I. Gallop Mr A.J. Simpson 
 Mr M.P. Murray Mr G. Snook 
 Mr J.R. Quigley Mr R.F. Johnson 

Independent Pair 

Dr E. Constable 

Amendment thus passed. 

Amendment (insertion of words) put and passed. 

Motion, as Amended 

Question put and passed. 
 


